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appear ominous to the permissibility of agreements on the
applicable law, in view of a recent discussion during the de-
liberation of the new text of Montevideo. The Argentine
delegate, Vico, proposed that the intention of the parties be
recognized with respect to the effects of contracts, where it
is not in contradiction to prohibitions of the law of the place
of performance j in other words, he followed the French
theory rejecting true party autonomy. To the same effect^
the present text of the Treaty was interpreted in the com-
mission, in which, as is reported, the principle "of general
and affirmative character triumphed that denies autonomy of
intention any legitimacy for setting up a regulatory norm
of private international law.5'58 The Uruguayan delegate,
Vargas Guillemette, proposed a round denial, and in fact, a
clause was inserted into the Additional Protocol of the Con-
ference declaring that "jurisdiction and law applicable ac-
cording to the respective treaties, cannot be modified by the
intention of the parties, except to the extent that this law
authorizes them so to do."59 It seems that all these formula-
tions amount to the rule that the law of the place of per-
formance or the other laws prescribed in particular cases by
the treaty govern the freedom of the parties.
Other jurisdictions rejecting 'party autonomy. According
to a very short report, the courts of Denmark and Norway do
not recognize choice of law by the parties except within the
domestic sphere of the competent law, which, however, does
not seem defined with certainty.60 The same is declared in a
section of the Civil Code of the Soviet Union.61
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